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Executive Summary 
 
In late 2014, the fifth biennial Educate Plus benchmarking study was conducted to track educational 
development in Australia and New Zealand. 
 
Invitations to participate were sent to the Educate Plus membership of approximately 900. The final 
number of participants for the 2014 survey was 213.  
 
The 2014 Benchmarking Survey supports and extends results from 2005, 2008, 2010 and 2012.  
Demographically, individual respondents and their institutions were similar to previous years.  
 84% of survey respondents were female (up from 73% in 2012). 
 64% were aged between 40-60 
 76% held a tertiary qualification. 
 
Here are some of the key findings: 
Universities and higher education institutions and colleges 
As there were so few participants from these institutions, their results have not been examined in 
great detail.  
 Nearly half of these institutions were from New Zealand and 83.3% were based in a major 
city. 
 Most respondents were female. 
 All respondents had a minimum of a Bachelor’s degree, with 58.3% holding a post graduate 
certificate/diploma, Master’s degree or a PhD. 
 The average salary was $93,603, while the median salary was $79,248. 
 The minimum salary for these respondents was $64,000, while the maximum salary was 
$161,000. 
Schools  
Salaries 
 Salaries in the educational advancement sector for schools ranged from $33,000 to 
$220,000. The median salary was $84,000 (compared to $85,000 in 2012 and $77,250 in 
2010).  
 The median salary has increased most for those working at the officer level (an increase of 
$11,550 since 2012). Those working at the director and manager levels also had a modest 
increase in the median salary (up $3,000 and $500, respectively).  
 The predictors of salary were level within organisation, total number of advancement 
personnel, age group, remoteness (more remote – lower salary), having marketing as part of 
the role and having admissions as part of the role.  
 Gender, education, school fees and experience were not significant predictors of salary.  
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Fundraising 
 The three major fundraising expenses identified by respondents were salaries, events and 
publications. 
 The key performance indicators identified were dollars raised, success of events and major 
gift development 
 The most commonly used fundraising vehicles were alumni annual giving, capital campaigns 
and special events. 
 Averaged over the past two years, the total gross annual income from all fundraising sources 
was most commonly between $1 million and $5 million. 
 The largest gift received in 2013/2014 ranged from $250 to $4 million. The median gift of 
$100,000 had doubled from 2012.  
 The most common reasons respondents hear for not giving to education are “I cannot afford 
it”, “I already pay fees”, and “I prefer to support other causes”. 
o Interestingly, there has been a sharp increase since 2008 on respondents listing “I 
cannot afford it” and “I was not asked to give” as reasons they hear people do not 
give to education. 
 The most successful approaches identified for achieving bequests were a dedicated bequest 
officer and mentioning bequest opportunities in publications.  
Capital campaigns 
 Two-thirds of respondents were currently involved in a capital campaign. 
 The median target for a capital campaign was $2 million (compared to $3 million in 2012 and 
$1.5 million in 2010). 
 Buildings were the most common focus of a capital campaign. 
 Some 38.6% of respondents use external consultancy to help with their capital campaign. 
This is mainly for feasibility studies or campaign planning.  
Marketing and communication 
 The marketing budget ranged from $0 to $2 million, with the median budget being 
$150,000.  
 The most commonly produced hard copy materials were magazines and prospectuses. 
 The most common audience for magazines and e-newsletters were parents. 
 In terms of electronic communication, newsletters were the most common form, followed 
by general communication and online event promotion and sign-on (78.4%). 
 The most popular ‘new’ communication technologies used were websites, Facebook and 
intranet, although there has been a great increase in YouTube and LinkedIn since 2012.  
Alumni and community relations 
 The alumni and community relations budget ranged from $0 to $3,000,000. The median was 
$46,000. 
 In terms of social media for alumni, Facebook was the most commonly used outlet. 
 Alumni publications were most commonly produced twice a year. 
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 Just over half of all respondents’ institutions charge alumni fees. This situation is similar to 
2012 but less than earlier years. 
 Respondents were most likely to hold 1-5 alumni events per year. 
Admissions/Enrolments 
 The admissions budget ranged from $0 to $1,600,000, with the median budget being 
$80,000.  
 In 2014, 76.7% of respondents reported that their enrolments had either increased (61.6%) 
or stayed the same (15.1%) over the past 2 years, with only 23.3% reporting a decrease. 
 Some 42.5% of respondents came from schools with completely full year groups or mostly 
full year groups, with waiting lists. A large proportion (32.9%) however, came from schools 
with gaps in some or many year groups. 
 The majority of schools (65.7%) had a conversion rate from enquiry to application above 
50%. The conversion from application to enrolment was higher with 50.7% of schools above 
75%. 
 Most schools communicate with their wait list for future entry years once or twice a year. 
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Introduction 
 
The 2014 benchmarking survey was conducted to help Educate Plus members’ measure and 
potentially improve their organisation’s performance. 
 
The 2014 survey built upon the four previous studies, which began in 2005. All participants were 
asked questions regarding institutional information, personal information, salary information and 
advancement office information. Following this, they could choose to complete at least one of the 
following sections according to their role/s: fundraising, marketing & communications, alumni & 
community relations, and admissions.  
 
Invitations to participate in the survey were sent to the Educate Plus membership of 900. In total 
213 people responded, a 24% response rate. As noted, participants had the option of completing 
different sections depending on the areas they work in. Some 31.5% chose to complete the 
fundraising section, 48.8% the marketing and communications section, 48.8% the alumni and 
community relations section, and 35.2% completed the admissions section.  
 
 
All findings presented in this report are valid percentages (the percentage of those to answer that 
particular question). This approach enables easier comparison between survey instalments.  
 
 
Key terms: 
n Refers to the sample size, or number of participants to answer a particular question 
mean The average 
median The midpoint (at which half of the responses are above and half below) 
mode The most frequent response 
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Results 
Section 1: Institutional information 
Institutional type 
In 2014, as in previous years, respondents most commonly worked for institutions that included pre-
primary, primary and secondary school students (59.9%), followed by those with both primary and 
secondary school students (21.8%) and secondary school students only (15.3%). There was a 
reduction in the respondents from Universities (4.2% compared to 13% in 2012). The remainder 
worked in primary schools (1%), university colleges (0.9%) or other (0.5%). 
 
 
Figure 1. Institutional Type 
 
University or higher education institutions and colleges 
As there are so few participants from Universities and higher educational institutions and colleges in 
the 2014 sample (n=12), their results are summarised separately below with the main analyses only 
including schools. Due to the small sample size these results cannot be compared to previous years 
and may not represent the higher education sector and as such should be treated with caution.  
Geographically, nearly half of these institutions were from New Zealand, and almost all (83.3%) were 
based in a major city. Some 58.4% of these institutions had more than 20,000 students.  
Nearly all of the respondents working in these institutions were female (83.3%). In terms of age 
however there was a greater spilt: 4 (33.3%) respondents were in the 31-40 year group, 3 (25%) 
from the 21-30 group, 3 (25%) from the 41-50 year group and 2 (16.7%) from the 51-60 year group. 
All respondents working in the tertiary sector had a minimum of a Bachelor’s degree. And 7 (58.3%) 
had a post graduate certificate/diploma, Master’s degree or a PhD.  
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70%
Institutional Type 
2014 n=212
2012 n=146
2010 n=249
2008 n=206
2005 n=211
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In terms of the specifics of their role, half the respondents from the tertiary sector were involved in 
fundraising, 25% were involved in marketing and communications, 83.3% were involved in alumni 
and community relations and 16.7% were involved in secretarial or general administration. No 
participants in the tertiary sector were involved with admissions.  
Some 58.3% worked between 33 and 40 hours per week. A third worked more than 40 hours per 
week while only 1 respondent worked between 17 and 24 hours per week. Some 41% of 
respondents were at the officer level, a further 41.7% were at the manager level while 16.7% were 
directors.  
The mean salary for people working in tertiary institutions was $93,603. The median was $79,248. 
The minimum salary for these respondents was $64,000 while the maximum salary was $161,000. 
Salary correlated with age, seniority within the organisation, and years worked in educational 
advancement. Level of education did not correlate with salary for those working in universities and 
other tertiary institutions, probably because the overall level of education was quite high for these 
respondents.  
The rest of the analysis in this paper only examines responses from participants who work in schools.  
Schools  
Location 
In 2014, most participating Australian schools were based in New South Wales (28.4%), Victoria 
(20%), Queensland (17.9%) and Western Australia (12.4%); followed by South Australia (9%), the 
Australian Capital Territory (1.5%) and Tasmania (1%).  There was only one respondent from the 
Northern Territory. Since 2005, the proportion of respondents from Western Australia has 
consistently increased (from 10%). A total of 17 (8.5%) respondents were from New Zealand (see 
Figure 2).1 
 
                                                          
1
 In 2005 and 2008 multiple responses were allowed for this question. 
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Figure 2. Location of schools: state 
 
Similar to previous years, three-quarters of 2014’s participating institutions were based in a major 
city (78.5%). The remainder were located in a large regional centre (11.5%), a small regional centre 
(6%) or a mix of locations (4%). 
 
 
Figure 3. Location of schools: geographic size 
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Student population 
As Figure 4 shows, in 2014, participating schools most commonly had between 1,001 and 1,500 
students (42.8%). The number of schools with between 501 and 1000 students rose from 25% in 
2012 to 30.8% in 2014. At the higher end, the number of schools with more than 2,000 students 
declined from 13% in 2012 to 9% in 2014, however this was still greater than 2010 numbers (where 
3% of schools had more than 2,000 students). Some 50.2% of schools were co-educational, while 
29.9% were girls only and 19.9% were boys only.  
 
 
Figure 4. School's student population 
 
Most respondents came from high-range fee independent or Catholic schools (>$20,000). Only 2% of 
respondents worked in Government schools (see Figure 5).  
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Figure 5. Type of school 
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Section 2: Personal information 
Gender 
In 2014, women made up more than three-quarters of respondents (84.5 %). In previous years 
women have constituted between 68% and 76% of respondents. 
Age 
In 2014, respondents were most commonly aged between 41 and 50 years old (38.8%), followed by 
51-60 years (26.9%) and then 31-40 years (17.4%). Fewer respondents were aged over 60 (10.9 %) or 
under 30 (6.0%). There has been an increase from 2012 in the number of respondents aged 41-50 
years (from 27.6% in 2012 to 38.8% in 2014), but a decrease in the number of respondents aged 51-
60 years (from 35.8% in 2012 to 26.9% in 2014).  
 
 
Figure 6. Age of respondents 
 
Educational experience 
The 2014 survey found that most participants held a tertiary qualification (74.6%). However, this 
figure is down from 2012’s 82%. In 2014, 35.8% of respondents from schools reported holding a 
bachelor’s degree (similar to 36.1% in 2012). Some 21.9% reported holding a postgraduate 
certificate or diploma (compared to 29.5% in 2012) and 16.9% reported holding a Master’s degree 
(compared to 15.6% in 2012) (see Figure 7).2 
 
                                                          
2
 In 2005 and 2008, the total number of years spent in education was asked. As such, comparisons with these 
years are not plausible. 
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Figure 7. Highest level of education completed 
 
Professional experience 
In 2014, respondents were asked how many years they had worked in educational advancement. 
Nearly half the sample (45.2%) reported working less than 5 years in this field. Only 4.2% had more 
than 20 years experience.  This was similiar to 2012 and 2010. In 2005 and 2008, respondents 
recorded a median of four and five years experience, respectively (see Figure 8).3 
 
                                                          
3
 In 2005 and 2008, participants were asked to enter a number. In later years, participants were asked to select 
a category.  
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Figure 8. Years worked: educational advancement 
 
A similar proportion of respondents were new to development roles in general, with 45.2% having 
less than five years’ experience in non-educational development (19.7% had less than 1 years’ 
experience in non-educational development). However, 6.4% of respondents reported more than 20 
years’ experience with development outside of the education sector.  
In total 38.8% of respondents have worked for their current organisation for more than five years, 
while 30.5% have been in the same position for more than five years. These figures are marginally 
higher than in 2012. 
 
Employment conditions 
The majority (84.1%) of participants in this study reported working more than 32 paid hours per 
week, with 21.9% of respondents working more than 40 hours per week.  
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Position title 
Respondents were able to write in their position title. Some 21.9% identified development or 
advancement in their specific title, while 16.0% stated marketing. Enrolments and admissions were 
identified by 9.6% of respondents.  
 
 
Figure 9. Words included in position title 
 
Areas included in role 
The main responsibility areas in respondents’ roles were alumni and community relations (60.7%), 
and marketing and communication (60.2%). Fundraising (42.8%) and admissions (40.8%) were also 
common responses (see Figure 10).  
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Figure 10. Areas included in role 
 
Level within organisation 
Some 32.8% of respondents identified themselves as working at the director level, 37.3% at the 
managerial level, and 29.9% at the officer level. Since 2010, the number working at the officer level 
has increased while the number working at the Director level has decreased (see Figure 11).  
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Figure 11. Respondents' level within organisation since 2010 
Employment conditions 
Respondents were asked to indicate yes or no to a series of questions about their employment 
conditions (see Figure 12). The results indicate that: 
 82.9% of employers adequately fund training and professional development 
 65.8% have an up to date position description 
 64.7% receive a standard 4 weeks (pro rata) recreation leave 
 63% have TOIL (time off in lieu) or other flexible work arrangements 
 51.8% of development offices conduct annual staff evaluations 
 25.5% of development offices reward or recognise staff innovation and initiative 
 13.6% work during the teaching term only 
 9.5% receive a bonus on top of their annual/base salary 
New benefit areas mentioned in 2014 are: 
 28.5% receive free pool or gym membership 
 11% receive free meals 
 4.5% receive personal use of a company car 
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Figure 12. Employment conditions
4
 
 
Educate Plus membership 
In 2014, all survey participants were members of Educate Plus. Of these, 2.5% self-funded their 
membership and 97.5% were institutionally-funded. This is similar to previous years where 98.4% 
and 96.8% of respondents’ memberships were institutionally-funded in 2012 and 2010, respectively. 
  
                                                          
4
 This question was not included in the 2005 and 2008 surveys 
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Section 3: Salaries 
In total, 197 (98%) respondents who work in a school reported on their salary. All salaries reported 
are full-time equivalent.  
In this section, box and whisker plots are displayed to provide greater detail on salaries. The 
minimum and maximum salaries reported are represented by the vertical lines, while the 25th 
percentile, median and 75th percentile are represented by the horizontal lines forming the 
boxes. 
The graph below displays the distribution of salaries in 2014. If we examine the box and 
whisker plot in more details, we can see that the minimum salary reported in 2014 was 
$33,000. The 25th percentile is at $70,000. That is, 25% of respondents have a full-time 
equivalent salary equal to or less than $70,000. The median salary reported is $84,000. Half 
the respondents have salaries less than this while half have salaries more than $84,000. The 
75th percentile for salaries in 2014 is at $110,000. 75% of respondents have salaries less than 
$110,000. Finally the maximum salary reported in 2014 was $220,000. 
 
Figure 13. FTE salaries 2014 
  
Salaries by year 
Examining these salaries over time, we can see that the median salary increased from 2010 
($77,250) to 2012 ($85,000) but remained relatively steady in 2014 at $84,000. The mean or 
average salary was $93,512 (see Figure 14).  
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Figure 14. Salaries by year 
 
Salaries by level within organisation 
Salaries varied greatly of course depending on the specific levels at which people are employed. 
Those working at the level of Director, reported a median salary of $120,000, compared to 
Managers, who reported a median salary of $80,500 and Officers, who reported a median salary of 
$60,000 (see Figure 15).  
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Figure 15. 2014 salaries by level within organisation 
 
The median salary has increased from 2012 at all levels (by $3,000 at the director level, by $500 at 
the manager level and by $11,550 at the officer level). 
 
Figure 16. Median salary by level within organisation over time 
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Salaries by school type 
Salaries also varied according to the type of school with high-range fee independent or Catholic 
schools having a higher median salary ($95,000) compared to the low- and mid-range fee schools 
($76,000 and $79,000, respectively). Government schools were not included as there were too few 
in the sample to provide meaningful data.  
 
 
Figure 17. 2014 salaries by school type 
Salaries by role 
Respondents were asked to select the specific areas that they undertake as part of their role.5 
Fundraising had the highest median salary followed by those involved in alumni and community 
relations. These roles also had the greatest amount of variance in salaries with minimum salaries 
below $50,000 and maximum salaries above $200,000. Data entry and secretarial roles had the 
lowest median salaries (see Figures 18 and 19).  
In terms of those who specified ‘other’ as part of their role, events and archives were the most 
common responses.  
 
                                                          
5
 Teaching was excluded from this graph as only 4 participants stated that their role includes teaching.  
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Figure 18. 2014 salaries by role 
 
 
Figure 19. Median salary by role 
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Salaries by state/country 
Respondents based in New South Wales and Victoria reported the highest median incomes at just 
around $90,000. New Zealand reported the lowest median income.67 
 
 
Figure 20. 2014 salaries by state/country 
 
As with previous years, the vast majority of respondents were based in a major city. The median 
salary was highest for respondents in a major city and lowest for those in a small regional centre. 8 
The median salary for major cities has increased from $88,200 in 2012 to $90,000 in 2014 (see Figure 
21). 
 
                                                          
6
 When converted to Australian dollars, the median income for respondents in New Zealand was $74, 088.  
7
 The Australian Capital Territory, the Northern Territory and Tasmania were not included because of their 
small sample size. 
8
 Respondents who answered ‘a mixture of the above locations’ were excluded from this graph due to small 
sample size.  
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Figure 21. 2014 salaries by location 
The median income for males was $25,000 higher than for females.  This disparity is less than 
2012 where it was $32,000.  
One possible explanation for this is that a greater proportion of the men who participated in 
this study worked in senior positions.  For both males and females at the director level, the 
median salary was $120,000.9  
 
Figure 22. 2014 salaries by gender 
                                                          
9
 There were gender differences between the other levels; however the number of male participants at the 
officer and manager level was too small to be reportable. 
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Salaries by age 
The median salary tended to increase with respondent’s age. However compared to the previous 
survey, salary has decreased in each age bracket except the 41-50 year age bracket where the 
median salary increased by $7,000 (up from $82,000 in 2012 to $89,000 in 2014). Those over 60 
years of age reported a $13,000 lower median salary in 2014 than in 2012. This seems to be a 
correction from the increase of $15,000 that occurred for this age group between 2010 and 2012. 
The median salary for the 31-40 years age group decreased in 2014 by $5,350 (from $84,500 in 2012 
to $79,150 in 2014).  
 
 
Figure 23. 2014 salaries by age 
 
Salaries by education 
Salary also appears to increase with education, especially at the tertiary level.10  More than $10,000 
separates those with a Bachelor’s degree and those without (see Figure 24). In 2014, there was a 
$15,000 gap between the median salary of those with a Bachelor’s degree and the median salary of 
those with a Master’s degree. In 2012, this gap was $8,250 while in 2010 it was $30,000 (see Figure 
25). 
 
                                                          
10
 There were no respondents working in schools with a PhD in 2014. 
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Figure 24. Salaries by education 
 
 
 
Figure 25. Salaries by education over time 
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Years worked in educational advancement 
Logically, the more years worked in educational advancement, the higher a respondent’s median 
salary.11 The exception to this trend was the 16-20 years’ experience group where the median was 
$20,500 less than the median for the 11-15 years’ experience group, however only 11 people were 
included in this category so this result must be treated with caution.  
 
 
Figure 26. 2014 salaries by years worked in educational advancement 
 
Participants who worked in fundraising were asked whether their salary had a commission based 
component. Only one respondent answered yes to this question.  
  
                                                          
11
 Over 30 years’ experience category in educational advancement was not included because of the small 
sample size. 
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Salaries – summary 
The salary one received was positively correlated with age group, education, experience, 
organisational level, whether fundraising was part of your role, school fees, and the total number of 
advancement staff. Salary was negatively correlated with gender12, and whether you lived in a small 
regional centre compared to a major city (all correlations can be found in Appendix 1). Correlation 
means that as the value of one variable changes, the value of the other variable also changes, 
however it is unclear why this occurs and correlation does not necessarily mean causation.  
In order to discover the most important predictors of salary levels, a standard multiple regression 
was performed examining gender, age, education, level within organisation, school fees, 
remoteness, number of advancement staff, years worked in educational advancement, and whether 
the role involved admissions, fundraising, marketing and alumni. The overall model significantly 
explained 67% of the variance in salary13 14.  Level within organisation was logically the most 
important predictor of salary15. The total number of advancement personnel was the second most 
important predictor of salary16. This was followed by age group17. Remoteness was also a significant 
predictor of salary18, such that being more remote predicted a lower salary. In terms of job roles, 
having marketing as part of the role and having admissions as part of the role were both significant 
predictors of a higher salary19. 
Interestingly, gender, education, school fees and experience were not significant predictors of 
salary.  
 
 
  
                                                          
12
 Gender was a dichotomous variable where 0=male and 1=female. That is, salary was lower for females than 
males.  
13
 F (12, 102) = 17.65, p < .001 
14
 If something is statistically significant, the probability of obtaining that particularly test statistic is less than 
.05 which it is then assumed that the effect genuinely exists in the population. See Field, A. P. (2009). 
Discovering statistics using SPSS: and sex, drugs and rock'n'roll. London: SAGE. 
15
 β = .201, t (102) = 5.97, p < .001, sr
2
 = .11 
16
 β = .28, t (102) = 3.71, p < .001, sr
2
 = .05 
17
 β = .201, t (102) = 3.16, p = .002, sr
2
 = .03 
18
 β = -.17, t (102) = -2.66, p = .009, sr
2
 = .02 
19
 βs > .14, ts > 2.34, ps <.05, sr
2
 >.017 
   
 
31 
 
Section 4: Advancement office information 
Advancement office age 
The participating advancement offices have been established for mixed lengths of time but 
interestingly most were in the less than 5 years since establishment category. This figure was higher 
than in previous years.20  
 
 
Figure 27. Age of advancement office 
 
Number of FTE personnel 
Respondents were asked to write the full-time equivalent (FTE) number of personnel working in 
advancement in specific areas. The mean total number of FTE personnel working in the 
advancement office in 2014 was 5 (see Figure 28). This is an increase from 2012 where the mean 
was 3.4. In 2010, the mean total number of FTE personnel was 3.8. There was no correlation 
between age of advancement office and total number of full-time equivalent personnel (r = 15, p = 
.070).  
 
                                                          
20
 In 2010 and 2012, this question combined the last two categories to be more than 20 years, which explains 
why it is higher for this category than the 2014 figure.  
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Figure 28. Mean number of FTE personnel working in each area of the advancement office in 2014 
 
State of archives program 
Some 16% of schools do not have a formal archives program, compared to 34.5% who are just 
starting out and 49.5% with an advanced program. Of those with an archives program, 82% of them 
are managed by paid staff (see Figure 29).    
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Figure 29. State of archives program 
 
Understanding of advancement office  
In 2014, respondents were asked to rate on a five point scale the understanding of the advancement 
office by various stakeholders. In previous years, a three point scale was used. As in other years, the 
institutional stakeholders rated with the best understanding of this area were the Principal (42.4% 
excellent), Foundation/Development board/council (19.8% excellent), and the school board/council 
(13.9% excellent). Figures have dropped this year possibly due to the five vs. three point scale used 
this time. When those who chose above average or excellent were examined, understanding was 
similar to previous years.   Figure 30 shows the proportion of stakeholders with above average or 
excellent understanding since 2005. 
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Figure 30. Above average or excellent understanding of the advancement office since 2005 
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Section 5: Fundraising 
Some 62 respondents (30.8%) chose to complete the fundraising section. 
Fundraising expenditure 
In 2014, 72.9% of participating advancement offices had fundraising expenditure of less than 
$200,000.  
 
Respondents were asked to select the top three major fundraising expenses of their office for 2013. 
Overall, the biggest expense areas for respondents were: 
 Salaries (79%) 
 Events (40.3%) 
 Publications (33.9%) 
 Marketing (29%) 
 Mail-outs (27.4%) 
 
 
Figure 31. Major expenses of office 
 
Key performance indicators 
Respondents were asked to select the three key performance indicators on which their office is 
measured. The options were developed based on participant responses to an open-ended question 
in 2008. ‘Dollars raised’ stood out as the key performance indicator, selected by 62.9% of 
respondents (see Figure 32).21 
 
                                                          
21
 Only the top ten key performance indicators for 2014 are displayed. In previous years all participants were 
asked this question, however in 2014 only those who answered the fundraising section were given this 
question. 
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Figure 32. Key performance indicators 
 
Largest challenges in the next two years 
Respondents were asked to select the three largest challenges facing the organisation in the next 
two years (see Figure 33).  Building a culture of philanthropy was the most common response with 
74.2% of respondents listing this in their top three challenges. This was followed by the economic 
climate (37.1%) and finding and engaging alumni (30.6%).22 
 
                                                          
22
 In 2010 and 2012, all respondents answered this question whereas in 2014 only those who answered the 
fundraising section were given this question.  
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Figure 33. Largest challenges facing organisation 
 
Fundraising vehicles 
The most commonly used fundraising vehicles in 2014 were: alumni annual giving (66.1%), followed 
by special events (48.4%) and capital campaigns (48.4%), bequests / planned giving campaigns 
(43.5%), voluntary building funds (40.3%) and sponsorship (40.3%). The most commonly used 
fundraising vehicles are displayed in Figure 34. 
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Figure 34. Use of fundraising vehicles 2014 
 
Gross fundraising revenue 
Averaged over the past two years, the total gross annual income from all fundraising sources was 
most commonly between $1 million and $5 million with 29.3% of respondents choosing this 
category. This is greater than in 2012 where the total annual income from all fundraising sources 
was most commonly between $500,000 and $1 million. In 2014, 46.5% of respondents had total 
annual fundraising revenue above $500,000 (compared to 44.8% in 2012, 45.7% in 2010, 32.9% in 
2010, and 42.3% in 2005) (see Figure 35). 
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Figure 35. Gross fundraising revenue 
 
Largest gift received 
Respondents were asked the value of their largest gift in 2013/14. This figure ranged from $250 to 
$4 million.  The median gift was a very positive $100,000. The median in 2012 was $50,000 while the 
median in 2010 was $80,000.23 The highest gift received has greatly increased in 2014 to $4 million 
(compared to $1 million in 2012 and $2 million in 2010). The mean largest gift received in 2014 was 
greater than in previous years (see Figure 36). 
                                                          
23
 This question was not asked in 2005 and 2008. 
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Figure 36. Largest gift received over time 
 
Fundraising goals 
Fundraising goals for 2014 varied greatly between participating schools, from $5,000 to $10 million 
(compared to a maximum $20 million in 2012). The mean for 2014 was just over $1.4 million 
(compared to $1.1 million in 2012). However, the median in 2014 was $493,000 (compared to 
$450,000 in 2012).  
As in previous years, fundraising goals are most commonly decided upon by a combination of 
people; however the recommendation of the advancement office plays the primary role in deciding 
fundraising goals in more than 20% of schools (see Figure 37).  
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Figure 37. Fundraising goals - decision making 
 
Reasons not to give to education 
Respondents were asked to select the three most common reasons they hear for not giving to 
education. In 2014, ‘I cannot afford it’ was seen as the most common reason for not giving to 
education (85.5%), followed by ‘I already pay fees’ (83.9%) (see Figure 38). In previous years this has 
been the opposite order (see Figure 39).  
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Figure 38. Reasons not to give to education - 2014 
 
 
Figure 39. Reasons not to give to education since 2005 
 
Over time it can be seen that ‘I cannot afford it’ has increased substantially since 2005 with a large 
jump from the previous survey where 70.4% stated this as a reason heard for not giving to education 
in 2012 compared to over 85% in 2014 (see Figure 40). 
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Figure 40. Reasons not to give to education - I cannot afford it 
 
‘I was not asked to give’ has also increased since 2005 from 5.5% to 25.8% of respondents listing this 
as one of the top three reasons they hear for not giving to education.  
 
Figure 41. Reasons not to give to education - I was not asked to give 
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Annual giving program 
In total, 58.9% of respondents reported that their annual giving program had been established less 
than 5 years ago; 19.6% reported 6-10 years; 12.5% 11-20 years; and 8.9% more than 20 years. This 
represents a younger institutional cohort than previous years.  
   
 
Figure 42. Age of annual giving program 
 
 
Total number of donors 
The picture of donor numbers is more positive than past years. In total, 65% of participants reported 
an overall increase in the number of donors during the past two years (compared to 46% in 2012), 
26.7% reported no change (compared to 28%), and only 8.3% reported a decrease (compared to 
26% in 2010). 
Who is asked to give? 
Current parents are the most commonly asked to give for schools (93.5%). Alumni are also 
commonly asked (85.5%) followed by board members (79%).  This pattern has been fairly consistent 
since 2010.24 There was a slight drop in asking trusts and foundations and corporations and a rise in 
asking other community members from previous years (see Figure 43).  
 
                                                          
24
 This question was not asked in 2005 and 2008. 
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Figure 43. Who is asked to give? 
 
Frequency of asks 
Annual supporters are most commonly asked to give once a year (61.7%). This is more than in 2012 
where 47.9% of schools asked once a year but is still lower than 2010 and 2008.25 A quarter of 
schools asked annual supporters to give twice a year in 2014 (see Figure 44).  
Of the respondents who answered ‘other’, one respondent had not asked lately, one did not have an 
annual giving program, while the last respondent suggested that supporters may have been asked 
up to four times through different means including fees, annual giving and capital campaigns.  
 
                                                          
25
 This question was not asked in 2005. 
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Figure 44. Frequency of asks 
 
 
Bequests 
Age of bequests program 
Some 46 (74.2%) respondents who answered the fundraising section provided an age of their 
bequests program. In total, 67.4% of these respondents reported that their bequest program had 
been established within the past 5 years; 17.4% reported 6-10 years; 13% 11-20 years; and 2.2% 
more than 20 years. This year, schools were more likely than previous years to have a bequest 
program younger than five years (see Figure 45).  
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Figure 45. Age of bequests program 
 
Key approaches for successful bequests 
In 2014, the key approaches that respondents felt were most successful in achieving bequests were 
a dedicated bequest officer (identified by 26.8%), and mentioning bequest opportunities in 
publications (21.4%) (see Figure 46). In previous years, brochures or publications and having a 
bequest society were considered to be successful.26 As with previous years, the website was still 
considered a less successful approach to achieving bequests. 
Nearly everyone who selected ‘other’ elaborated that their bequest program is not currently active 
or is recently established. 
 
                                                          
 In 2005 participants were allowed to select multiple responses making comparison difficult. 
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Figure 46. Key approaches for successful bequests 
 
Capital campaigns 
In 2014, two-thirds of respondents (69.3%) again were involved in a capital campaign. Of those who 
were involved, 44% (19 respondents) were in the planning phase, with 56% (24 respondents) in 
either the quiet phase, public phase or accounting-stewardship phase. This pattern has also been 
seen in 2012 and 2010 (see Figure 47).27 
 
                                                          
27
 In 2005 and 2008, respondents were asked to answer only yes or no rather than identify phases. 
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Figure 47. Involvement in capital campaigns over time 
 
Capital campaign target 
The median capital campaign target for 2014 was $2 million; down from $3 million in 2012 but 
greater than 2010 where the median target for schools was $1.5 million.  
Size of leadership gift sought 
Respondents with a current capital campaign reported seeking a range of leadership gifts in 2012. 
Figures have varied greatly since 2005, with 2014 recording the highest percentage of schools 
seeking a leadership gift greater than $1 million (see Figure 48).  
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Figure 48. Size of leadership gift – 2014 
 
Size of leadership gift sought by school fees 
High-range fee schools, as expected sought a larger leadership gift than lower-fee schools. The most 
common sought after leadership gift for high-range fee schools was > $1 million (compared to $500-
$1 million for mid-range fee schools and $100,000 - $250,000 for low-fee schools). There was a very 
small sample size for this however, so it should be treated with caution (see Figure 49). 
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Figure 49. Size of leadership gift sought by school fees - 2014 
 
Capital campaign duration 
In 2014, 58.2% of capital campaigns went for two (32.6%) or three years (25.6%). There has been an 
increase this year in the number of campaigns lasting only a year (18.6% in 2014 compared to 9.4% 
in 2012 and 17.2% in 2010). There has also been an increase in the number of campaigns lasting 
more than 3 years (23.3% in 2014 compared to 15.6% in 2012). Since 2005 however, the number of 
campaigns lasting more than 3 years has decreased (from 27.6% in 2005 to 23.3% in 2014) (see 
Figure 50).  
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Figure 50. Capital campaign duration 
 
Capital campaign focus 
As with previous years, buildings were the most common focus of the capital campaigns, identified 
by 88.6% of respondents (see Figure 51).28 The second (much lower) area of focus was endowments. 
 
                                                          
28
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Figure 51. Capital campaign focus 
 
Capital campaign - external consultancy input 
Some 38.6% of respondents are using the assistance of an external consultancy to help with their 
capital campaign. This is nearly double the 20.6% in 2012 and 21.3% in 2010.   
Of those who used consultants, feasibility studies were the most common part of the project where 
they were involved. This follows the pattern of the two previous surveys with campaign planning 
also being a common area.  While training of askers dropped in 2012 compared to 2010, it was listed 
as third most common use for consultants in 2014 (47.1%) (see Figure 52).  
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Figure 52. Capital campaign - external consultancy input 
 
Capital campaign – who does the asking? 
Development office staff members are the most likely askers on a capital campaign (54.8%). This is 
followed by the principal, the foundation chair and the capital campaign volunteer committee. This 
approach is similar to previous years, however asking by a capital campaign volunteer committee 
and foundation chair have increased this year (see Figure 53).  
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Figure 53. Capital campaign – who does the asking? 
 
Running costs 
Participants were asked to identify the percentage of the campaign target they were allocating to 
running costs for the campaign. In 2014, respondents reported low running costs for their 
campaigns. Some 53.8% reported running costs of less than 5%. A further 33.3% reported running 
costs of 6-10%. The remaining 12.8% reported running costs of 11-20% (see Figure 54). 
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Figure 54. Percentage of campaign target allocated to running costs 
 
 
Fundraising/donor prospects 
Where respondents did undertake prospect research, it was most commonly done by an in-house 
researcher. This was similar to previous years. Those who selected ‘other’ most commonly used a 
combination of approaches (see Figure 55). 
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Figure 55. How is donor prospect research undertaken 
 
 
As with previous years, just over half of the fundraising section respondents (53.2%) conduct 
prospect management or moves management as part of the fundraising process.  
Respondents were asked to identify how many prospects they had under intentional management at 
various levels: 
 At the $10,000 level, 45.8% had more than 30 prospects. 
 At the $50,000 level, 29.2% had 6-10 prospects. 
 At the $100,000 level, 36.4% had 1-5 prospects. 
 At the $500,000 level, 47.6% had 1-5 prospects. 
 At the $1 million level, 65% had 1-5 prospects. 
 At the $5 million level, 66.7% had 0 prospects. 
 At the $10 million level, 78.6% had 0 prospects. 
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Major gifts 
In total, 66% of respondents reported that their major gift program had been established within the 
past 5 years; 17% reported 6-10 years; 12.8% 11-20 years; and 4.3% more than 20 years. Overall, the 
mean age of the major gifts program has decreased in 2012 and 2014, with the majority of programs 
now being less than 5 years old. 
 
 
Figure 56. Age of major gifts program 
 
Number of major gifts 
In 2014, 85.7% of respondents reported that the number of major givers either increased or stayed 
the same from the previous two years (46.4% and 39.3%, respectively). Over half of respondents 
(57.1%) reported an increase in the value of major gifts. Some 14.3% of respondents reported a 
decrease in number and a decrease in the value of major gifts.  
Board understanding 
Respondents were asked to rate on a 7 point scale (ranging from not at all to completely) how well 
they thought their board understands how to invest in and support major gift fundraising. Responses 
were above neutral for 42.7% of respondents (but below neutral for 37.7% of respondents). There 
has been an increase in the number who feel their board understand this function completely (6.6% 
in 2014, compared to 3.8% in 2012), but this is still substantially less than in 2010 where 13.2% listed 
that their board understands major gift fundraising completely (see Figure 57).29  
                                                          
29
 A one-way analysis of variance revealed that understanding of major gift fundraising by the board did not 
vary with school fees, F (2, 56) = 2.67, p =.078, ω
2
 = .05. 
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Figure 57. How well does the board understand major gift fundraising? 
 
 
Public acknowledgement 
In 2014, 49.1% of respondents felt that at least 60% of their major donors are comfortable with 
public acknowledgement of their gifts. This is similar to 2012 (44.8%) but less than in 2010 (65.0%). 
There is also a greater percentage this year of respondents who stated that less than 20% of their 
major donors felt comfortable with the public acknowledgement of their gifts (see Figure 58).  
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Figure 58. Percentage of major donors comfortable with public acknowledgement 
 
Respondents from high-range fee schools reported a greater percentage of donors comfortable with 
the public acknowledgement of their gift than respondents from mid-range fee schools. There was 
however no difference between low and middle-range fee schools (see Figure 59).30  
                                                          
30
 A one-way between-groups ANOVA was conducted to compare the effect of school type on the percentage of major 
donors comfortable with the public acknowledgement of their gifts. There was a significant difference between school 
types on the percentage of major donors comfortable with the public acknowledgement of their gift, F (2, 54) = 7.39, p = 
.001, ω
2
 = .18. Post-hoc comparisons revealed a significant difference in the percentage of major donors comfortable with 
public acknowledgment such that high-range fee schools have a greater percentage of donors comfortable with public 
acknowledgement than mid-range fee schools (t’ (54) = 3.76, p =.001). There was a marginally significant difference 
between high-range fee schools and low-fee schools (t’ (54) = 2.38, p = .062, such that high-range fee schools had a greater 
percentage of donors comfortable with public acknowledgement. There was no difference between low and mid-range fee 
schools on the percentage of donors comfortable with public acknowledgement (t’ (54) = 0.74, p > .999).  
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Figure 59. Percentage of major donors comfortable with public acknowledgment by school fees 
 
Fundraising software/database 
Respondents were asked to select the software/database they use for fundraising. Most 
respondents stated that they use Synergetic (41.7%). A large number of respondents stated ‘other’. 
Of these, TASS, Raiser’s Edge, Maximiser and PC Schools were common responses (see Figure 60).  
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Figure 60. Fundraising software/database 
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Section 6: Marketing and Communication 
Some 102 respondents chose to answer the marketing and communication section.  
Marketing budgets 
The marketing budget ranged from $0 to $2,000,000. This upper figure is higher than in 2012, where 
the highest marketing budget reported was $885,000.  
The median budget in 2014 was $150,000, up from $65,000 in 2012. Interestingly, the mode, or 
most frequently occurring response was a $0 marketing budget. 
As in 2012, the marketing budget is most commonly decided by a combination of people. The 
influence of the principal has decreased somewhat since 2010 while the influence of the 
bursar/registrar/business manager has increased over time. There was no difference in who decides 
the marketing budget between different school fee ranges.31 
 
 
Figure 61. Who decides the marketing budget? 
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Maturity of  strategies 
In terms of the maturity of their marketing and communications strategies and use of market 
research/analytics, 52.9% of respondents stated that it was ‘reasonably professional’. Interestingly, 
while 20.6% of respondents answered that it was ‘highly professional and strategic’, 26.5% 
respondents stated that it was ‘very basic’ suggesting that there is room for improvement.  
 
Figure 62. Maturity of marketing and communication strategies 
 
Marketing and communication roles 
Respondents were asked to specify whether they had full-time staff, part-time staff or consultants 
assigned to specific areas of marketing. Nearly half of schools had part-time staff assigned to website 
design and management. Some 45.4% of schools also used part-time staff for publication design and 
management. However for graphic design, it was more common for schools to use consultants 
(46.8%) (see Figure 63).  
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Figure 63. Marketing and communication roles in 2014 
 
The majority of respondents stated that they had a detailed style guide (82.4%), a detailed crisis 
management plan (62.7%), a detailed social media policy (59.8%) and a detailed marketing plan 
(68.3%).  
 
Marketing materials 
In regard to hard copy materials, respondents were most likely to produce a magazine (91.2%), 
followed by a prospectus (87.3%) and then newsletters (44.1%). Other hard copy items produced 
included yearbooks, annual reports, handbooks, diaries, brochures, and other promotional materials 
(see Figure 64). 
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Figure 64. Hard copy marketing materials 
 
Where a magazine was produced, it was most likely to be for the parents or alumni. In previous 
years, general community was the most common audience (‘parents’ was not an option in previous 
years). 
 
 
Figure 65. Audience for magazine 
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Electronic communication 
When an e-newsletter was produced, parents were the most common recipients. The general 
community was also a popular response.  
 
Figure 66. Audience for e-newsletter 
 
In terms of electronic communication, newsletters were the most common form (91.2%), followed 
by general communication (87.3%) and online event promotion and sign-on (78.4%).  Since 2010, 
there has been an increase in the use of electronic communication for the three main areas as well 
as online magazines, an online prospectus and admissions materials (see Figure 67).  
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Figure 67. Electronic communication materials 
 
The vast majority of respondents believed that there had been an increase in the take-up of the 
community of electronic communication in the past two years (86.3%). Only 7.8% answered that 
there had not been an increase. This is slightly lower than in 2012 and 2010 but points to an overall 
trend that online activity is increasing.  
The most popular ‘new’ technologies employed by respondents in 2014 included websites (94.1%), 
and Facebook (82.4%). Use of all technologies has increased since 2010, with YouTube experiencing 
the greatest increase in usage (from 27.6% in 2012 to 54.9% in 2014). Use of LinkedIn, Intranet, 
Facebook and Mobile phones/SMS has also increased by more than 10% in this same time period.   
Apps were new to the 2014 survey at the request of previous participants, and were utilised by 
27.5% of respondents (see Figure 68). 
Other new communications media utilised by respondents in 2014 included Instagram, Flickr, and 
Vimeo. 
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Figure 68. Use of new communications media  
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Section 7: Alumni and Community Relations 
Budget  
The alumni and community relations budget ranged from $0 to $3,000,000. The median was 
$46,000. Interestingly, the mode, or most frequently occurring response was a $0 alumni and 
community relations budget. 
 
Age of alumni engagement program and strategies 
More than 70% of alumni engagement programs had been going for up to 10 years. Only 7.3% had 
been going for more than 50 years.  
 
Figure 69. Age of alumni engagement program and strategies 
 
Social media for alumni 
In terms of social media functions for alumni, Facebook was the most commonly used software by 
respondents with 43.8% of respondents stating that they use this. Potentiality was also commonly 
used (18.8%) as was LinkedIn (14.6%) (see Figure 70). 
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Figure 70. Alumni social media software 
 
Alumni publications 
Some 25.3% of respondents do not produce specific alumni publications. Of those that did, most 
were produced twice a year. For respondents who answered ‘other’, three times a year was a 
common response as was bi-monthly. 
 
Figure 71. How often do you produce alumni specific publications? 
43.8% 
18.8% 
14.6% 
9.4% 
7.3% 7.3% 
0%
5%
10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
45%
50%
Facebook Potentiality LinkedIn Twitter Website Other
Alumni social media software 
25.3% 
11.6% 
36.8% 
11.6% 
3.2% 
11.6% 
0%
5%
10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
N/A Once per year Twice per year Quarterly Monthly Other
How often do you produce alumni specific 
publications? 
   
 
72 
 
Most respondents did not have specific alumni and community relations team leaders to assist with 
the various segmented groups of alumni (76.8%). 
Alumni fees 
Just over half of all respondents’ institutions charge alumni fees (52.1%). This was similar to 2012 
(52.9%) but down from earlier years (64.2% in 2010, 60.3% in 2008 and 63.6% in 2005).  
Eligible alumni members 
The total number of eligible alumni members reflected the overall size of the participating 
institutions. Of the total sample, 75.8% had between 1,000 and 20,000 past students or eligible 
alumni members, with most in the 5001 – 10,000 range.32 
 
 
Figure 72. Number of alumni members 
 
Mailable alumni members 
Across the sample, it was most common (reported by 23.2% of participants) to have current mailable 
addresses for 61-70% of eligible past students. This is more positive than the previous year where it 
was most common to have current mailable addresses for 51-60% of eligible alumni members (see 
Figure 73).  
                                                          
32
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Figure 73. Percent of alumni members with current mailing address known to school 
 
In 2014, the survey also asked about current email addresses. As with mailing address this varied 
throughout the sample. It was most common to have current email addresses for 51-60% of eligible 
alumni members. 
 
Figure 74. Percent of alumni members with current email address known to school 
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Alumni events 
Respondents were most likely to hold 1-5 alumni events per year (selected by 44.8%), followed by 6-
10 events (26%), 11-15 events (13.5%), more than 15 events (12.5%), and no events (3.1%). This was 
similar to 2010 however the number hosting no events has decreased this year.  
 
 
Figure 75. Number of alumni events per year 
 
Database used for Alumni 
Synergetic was the most commonly used software/database for Alumni with 33.7% of respondents 
using this. In terms of those who answered ‘other’, Edumate, PC Schools, Raiser’s Edge and TASS 
were all listed multiple times (see Figure 76).  
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Figure 76. Software/database used for alumni 
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Section 8: Admissions 
Admissions budget 
The median admissions budget was $80,000. It ranged from $0 to $1,600,000. As with the other 
budgets the most common response was $0.  
Maturity of admissions strategy and program 
In terms of how advanced the admissions strategy and program is within the institution, most 
thought it was either reasonably professional (50.7%) or highly professional and strategic (27.4%). 
However a substantial minority (21.9%) stated that it was ‘very basic’ so there is room for 
improvement in this area.  
 
Figure 77. Maturity of admissions strategy and program 
 
Enrolment trends 
In 2014, 76.7% of respondents reported that their enrolments had either increased (61.6%) or 
stayed the same (15.1%) over the past 2 years, with only 23.3% reporting a decrease. There has been 
greater movement in 2014 compared to previous years with more schools reporting either an 
increase or a decrease in enrolments in 2014.  In previous years, there were a greater number of 
schools whose enrolments had stayed the same (see Figure 78).  
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Figure 78. Enrolment trends 
 
Enrolments and waiting list profile 
Respondents were asked to describe their enrolment and waiting list profile. There was a diverse 
range of responses with 42.5% of respondents coming from schools with completely full year groups 
or mostly full year groups, with waiting lists. A large proportion (32.9%) however came from schools 
with gaps in some or many year groups (see Figure 79).  
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Figure 79. Enrolments and waiting list profile 
 
Conversion rates 
The majority of schools (65.7%) had a conversion rate from enquiry to application above 50%. The 
conversion from application to enrolment was even higher with 50.7% of schools above 75%.  
 
Figure 80. Conversion rates 
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Annual student retention rate 
Most schools had a retention rate above 90%. Only 1 school had a retention rate below 75%.  
 
Figure 81. Annual student retention rate 
 
There was no difference in annual student retention rate between different school fee ranges or 
different student numbers33 however there was a difference between the remoteness of the school 
on retention rates. Schools in major cities had a higher retention rate than small regional centres.34 
International students 
Most schools had less than fifty international students. Only 4.1% had more than fifty international 
students (1.4% between 50 and 100 students, 2.7% between 100 and 200 students).  
Prospective parents 
There was a fairly even split between schools that undertake surveys with prospective parents 
(47.9%) and those that do not (52.1%). 
Most schools communicate with their wait list for future entry years once or twice a year. Some 
12.3% however do not communicate with them at all while a further 12.3% communicate with them 
more than six times per year (see Figure 82).  
                                                          
33
 F (2, 68) = 1.35, p = .267 and F (2, 69) = 2.25, p = .113 (number of students was recoded to three groups: less 
than 1000, 1000 – 1500 and more than 1500). 
34
 F (3, 67) = 3.74, p = .015. LSD pairwise comparisons revealed a significant difference between a major city 
and a small regional centre, t (67) = 2.39, p = .020.  
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Figure 82. How often do you communicate with your wait list for future entry years? 
 
Software/database 
Synergetic was the most common database used for admissions (32.4%). Maze was also commonly 
used. In terms of other databases, Edumate, PC schools, and TASS were all listed (see Figure 83). 
There was also a fairly even split between institutions which have their admissions database linked 
with other databases within their school (52.8% not linked, 47.2% linked). 
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Figure 83. Alumni software/database 
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Section 9: Concluding thoughts 
 
Educate Plus’ biennial survey series has now been in the market for a decade, and some constants 
and some changes can both be charted. 
Demographically, the largely female workforce in this area is evident as is the likelihood that higher 
level roles will not be held by females.  This picture reflects wider society, where women often do 
not choose to take on more demanding roles because caring for children and aging parents remains 
largely a female domain.  However, the caution is worth issuing again that female dominated fields 
can become so-called ‘pink ghettos’ with lower salary levels.  Without qualitative research it is hard 
to pinpoint why this field is attractive to females.  However, some possible reasons may include the 
ability some professionals have to work only school terms or to benefit by having their children 
attend the school at which they work.  The middle-aged profile of the workforce is also a constant.  
Arguably, it may be good to see programs that entice more workers at both the younger and older 
age groups, given the age spread of alumni. 
Appropriately, educational advancement has attracted people with a higher education level.  
Whether this level of knowledge and commitment is recognised by the education sector generally in 
salary or reporting line terms remains open to question.  Feedback suggests one of the most used 
segments in this survey is the salary benchmarking and far more respondents contribute to this 
question than in its initial asking. 
The demography of advancement offices themselves is also interesting.  Clearly, with some 
exceptions, educational advancement is still a youthful discipline.  Many offices have been operating 
less than a decade and new entrants continue to be seen.  The implication for training and 
mentoring through the area’s professional association is clear. 
Longevity in advancement roles is also worthy of comment with a decade of hindsight now in place.  
As has been highlighted in previous survey reports, areas such as alumni and development rely on 
relationships and relationships grow with time.  It seems that educational advancement personnel 
stay in place longer than for instance fundraisers generally whose turnover occurs in most Australian 
and overseas studies every two to three years.  Nonetheless, it might be argued that more people 
remaining to work with existing supporters, families and alumni for longer could boost the quality 
and loyalty of support and engagement.  Certainly donor research in Australia records the 
dissatisfaction of donors with turnover in development teams. 
With regards to fundraising, the golden triangle of activities remains annual gift programs, special 
events and capital campaigns, particularly for buildings.  These capital campaigns reflect high target, 
low cost ratio success.  The 2005 report predicted that both electronic fundraising and endowment 
campaigns might rise in years to come.  Certainly, electronic fundraising and communication has 
grown apace since 2005 and use of LinkedIn and YouTube are now becoming far more commonplace 
in the sector.  Endowment campaigns are yet to take off in Australia in a big way though more is 
being heard about their potential. 
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In research in other parts of the world, education generally, followed by higher education are very 
popular destinations for donations.  Australia may have some unrealised potential in educational 
giving.  A constant message through the surveys is the need to explain the story of education better 
so people understand why giving beyond fees and beyond government support is important.  We 
perhaps underplay the tradition of giving and the long-built reputations of many of our 
organisations, which are benefits that today’s students gain far beyond what they pay.  Students 
gain from the legacy of their forebears and are yet to see that leaving their own legacy of giving 
might be a norm.  So many organisations began from philanthropy and that story and case seems to 
not be as strongly conveyed as it might be.  The link to a giving tradition perhaps needs more 
constant reinforcement.  The numbers of people reporting they have not been asked to give also 
points to the role of face-to-face discussions and the consistent need for trained and willing 
volunteer askers, in the peer tradition. This would amplify the leadership role that educational 
development personnel are clearly taking, as per the survey results.  That building an internal culture 
of philanthropy has been the constant challenge expressed in all five surveys underlines how difficult 
it can be to get this message about support adopted.  Research in major giving tells us that linkage 
alone simply isn’t enough reason to give and the quality of the total student experience from 
teaching to extra-curricular activities is critical.  Fundraising is indeed an attitude not a department 
and experienced practitioners will attest that gifts reflect not only an individual’s values but their 
acknowledgement of a special teacher or a great education experience. 
Bequest fundraising, which was notably absent in 2005 according to two-thirds of respondents, 
seems to have achieved more widespread focus and investment.  Given increased spotlighting in 
consumer markets by organisations such as Include A Charity about the benefits of including a gift in 
a will, certainly the education field might be piggybacking on this promotion and positioning itself to 
underscore the role of leaving a personal legacy to educate future generations. 
Latter surveys have included new information requested by respondents, including key performance 
indicators and more about admissions and enrolments.  Continuing organic growth of educational 
development and advancement can be seen, and there are many positives to celebrate.  Many 
organisations have achieved continued maintenance or growth in both student and donor numbers.  
 It is fitting to pay tribute to Educate Plus and its current and previous boards for providing this 
benchmarking opportunity and to the dedicated respondents who give an hour every two years to 
complete the survey for wider sector benefit.   
   
 
84 
 
Appendix 1 Correlations for Standard Multiple Regression  
 
 
Gender  Age 
Educatio
n 
Role- 
Admissio
ns 
Role- 
Fundraisi
ng 
Role- 
Marketin
g 
Role- 
Alumni  
Level 
within 
organisat
ion 
remoten
ess 
School 
fees 
Experienc
e 
Number 
personne
l total 
Salary -.22**   .28**   .31***   .17*  .31***  .10 -.02  .68*** -.16*  .35***  .16*  .41*** 
Gender (male=0, 
female=1)  
-.15          -.08        -.07 -.14  .04 -.01 -.28** -.22**  .19* -.11  .00 
Age 
  
  .12   .07  .15 -.24** -.02  .15 -.11 -.06  .26** -.10 
Education 
   
-.01  .18*  .08  .16*  .21* -.08  .14  .02  .09 
Role- 
Admissions     
-.16*  .08 -.05  .18*  .17* -.02  .00 -.10 
Role- 
Fundraising      
-.08  .38***  .41***  .18* -.03  .15 -.06 
Role- Marketing 
      
 .17*  .12  .09 -.11 -.08 -.14 
Role- Alumni  
       
 .04  .18* -.31***  .02 -.34*** 
Level within 
organisation         
 .11  .19*  .13  .21* 
remoteness 
         
-.25** -.12 -.24** 
school fees 
          
-.06  .58*** 
Experience 
           
-.08 
*p <.05   **p <.01   ***p<.001 
